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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT ^^^^ ^' ^ ?006 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA MANCYmayer wHiTiiNGTON clerk 

U.S. DISTRICT court' 



STANLEY JEROME GRAYSON BAKER, 
Plaintiff, 



UNITED STATES JUDGE MARTIN 
STEEL, e^«A, 

Defendants* 



Civil Action No. 05^2410 



ORDER 

The Court construes plaintifPs submission as a motion to alter or amend pursuant to Rule 
59(e) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Motions under Fed, R. Civ. P. 59(e) are 
disfavored, and relief under the rule is granted only v^hen the moving party establishes 
extraordinary circumstances. See Arryanwutaku v. Moore, 151 F.3d 1053, 1057 (D,C. Cir. 1998) 
("Rule 59(e) motions need not be granted unless the district court finds that there is an 
mtervening change of controlling law, the availability of nev^ evidence, or the need to correct 
clear error or prevent manifest injustice"). A Rule 59(e) motion is not a second opportunity to 

present arguments upon which the Court already has ruled, or to present argundents that could 

I 
have been presented earlier. See W,C, &A.K Miller Co. 's v. United States, 173 F.R*D. 1, 3 

(D.D.C. 1997), affdsub mm. Hicks v. United States, No. 99- 5010, 1999 WL 414253 (D.C, Cir. 

May 17, 1999). 

Review of the record reflects that the Court dismissed this action without prejudice 
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because the complaint failed to comply with the basic requirements of Rule 8 of the Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure. The instant submission is no more in compliance with Rule 8 than the 
original complaint. Having reviewed plaintiffs motion and the record in this case, the Court 
finds no basis to grant the rehef plaintiff now seeks. 

Accordingly, it is hereby 

ORDERED that the plaintiffs motion to alter or amend is DENIED. 

SO ORDERED. 

United States District Judge 
DATE: Ir-ii^Qi 



